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1' ISSUES

A. Did the officer unlawfully detain and therefore seize Masor
when he extended the traffic stop?

B. Did the trial court err when it denied Mason's motion to

suppress the evidence obtained from Mason's purse?
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z The VRP consists of two volumes. |nan attempt tobe consistent with Appellant's
brief, the state will refer to the VRP containing the bench trial and sentencing on May

lS\JOIl and August Z7,JOIlasRP. The suppression hearing held mn May 5,2OlIwill
be referred to as RIPS.
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1. Standard Of Review Regarding Finding Of Facts
And Conclusions • Law.
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2. The Extension • The Traffic Stop Was Justified
Under Both The Articulable Suspicion Of Criminal
Activity Standard And The Community CaretakinZe;
Exception.
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a. Officer Withrow had an articulable suspicion
that criminal conduct had occurred.
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had an outstanding warrant for her arrest. Therefore, the extension
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I. Officer Withrow was conducting a valid
community caretaking function when he
questioned and requested identification fron
Mason.
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1. A Search Of A Person And His Or Her Personal

Belongings In That Person's Immediate Control
Incident To Arrest Is Permissible.

When a person is under actual, lawful custodial arrest he or

IN
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Ct. 341, 58 L. Ed. 652 (1914 ).2 Because the purpose of the search
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zNotingthat^dherightonthepartuJtheGuvemment,akwaysrecognizedunderEnglhh
and American law, to search the person of the accused when legally arrested .... has

been uniformly maintained in many cases"
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Disapproving of a search of a 200-pound, double-locked footlocker an hour after the
arrest
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MINIMUM

denied, 446 U.S. 984 (1980) ;6 United States v. Mehciz, 437 F.2d

4 |n Preston the Court found that a search of car at garage, where k was towed after its
occupants had been arrested and taken to the police station, was not incident to arrest.
nStonertheCnurtgoted,"[T]hesearchnfthepetitinner'shnte|vonminPomona '

California, on October 27 was not incident to his arrest in Las Vegas, Nevada, on October
29"
6

Upholding a search in which the defendant dropped her suitcases right before arrest,

was moved away while being arrested, and another officer brought the suitcases over
and searched them.

rFindingasearchmfthedefendan1'ssuitcasm,afterhewascuffedbutinthesannespo1
as the arrest, indistinguishable from Draper and therefore approved under Chimel.
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warrant. State v. Jordan, 92 Win. App. at 26. The court held that
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2. An Inventory Of The Purse Is Permissible Under
The Facts Of Mason's Case.
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The determinative test, therefore, of the legality of
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search is its reasonableness under all of the

circumstances. What might be deemed a
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